








• Large amount of research regarding 
language comprehension – mainly through 
reading tasks.
• Literature has begun to include language 
production alongside language 
comprehension.
• This is in the early stages and so only limited 
conclusions can be drawn from these 
studies.  
(Rayner, Binder, Ashby & Pollatsek 2001; Luke & Christianson 2016; Clifton, Staub 
& Rayner 2007)
Cloze Probability tasks. 
• Independent variable 1 – the predictability of the sentences presented.
• High Cloze Probability sentence:
To keep the dogs out of the yard he put up a fence 
• Low cloze probability sentence:
In the distance they heard the kettle
(Block & Baldwin, 2010; Bloom & Fischler, 1980)
(Block & Baldwin, 2010; Bloom & Fischler, 1980)
IV2 – The display 
of the tasks 
1. Traditional 
cloze tasks 
Free production to complete the 
sentence 
(Block & Baldwin, 2010; Bloom & Fischler, 1980)
2. Copying 
tasks 
The completion word is displayed to 
be copied 
(Block & Baldwin, 2010; Bloom & Fischler, 1980)
3. Picture 
naming tasks 
The completion word is displayed as 
a picture and requires naming to 
complete the sentence.
(Block & Baldwin, 2010; Bloom & Fischler, 1980)
(Rossion & Poirtois, 2004)
Reaction time measures
• There were two dependent variables of reaction time 
1. Response latency – time taken to begin response once all materials had been 
displayed
2. Response duration – time taken to fully type the completion word for the sentence
• Independent variables were hypothesised to affect the reaction times taken to 
complete the sentence as previous literature suggests that cognitive linguistic processes 
take more time in some conditions than in others – the main aspects affecting these are 
production of lexical candidates and level of information available (Maess, Friederici, 
Damian, Meyer & Levelt, 2002).
Theorised cognitive processes 
affecting reaction times 
• Generation of lexical candidates: the production and retrieval 
of possible words to complete the sentences. Theorised to 
differ between high and low cloze probability sentences. 
• The level of information provided: this is shown through the 
different tasks. With the addition of more information 
regarding the completion word (in copy and picture naming 
tasks) fewer lexical candidates are thought to be generated. 
Results 
• The results gained allowed for both hypotheses to be accepted.
• The cloze probability of the sentence significantly affected both latency 
and duration measurements:
o High cloze probability sentences elicited faster response times 
than low cloze probability sentences 
• The task variable also significantly affected latency and duration 
measurements:
o Copy tasks had the fastest measurements 
o Picture tasks followed 
o Traditional cloze tasks had the longest measurements 
Implications 
It is suggested that these results 
were found as the independent 
variables affected the levels of 
cognitive processing required to 
formulate a response – therefore 
affecting reaction time. 
More in-depth analysis showed 
that lexical candidates may not 
be generated in copying tasks 
The measure of response 
duration suggests that cognitive 
linguistic approaches may affect 
associated motor mechanisms 
(Afonso, Suarez-Coalla, Gonzalez-
Martin & Cuetos, 2018). 
This research and results are 
extremely novel, many 
conclusions are speculation and 
much more research is required. 
References
• Afonso O, Suárez-Coalla P, González-Martín N, Cuetos F, 'The impact of word frequency 
on peripheral processes during handwriting: A matter of age'
Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology 71 (3) (2018) pp.695-703. Doi: 
10.1080/17470218.2016.1275713
• Block, C. K., & Baldwin, C. L. (2010). Cloze probability and completion norms for 498 
sentences: Behavioral and neural validation using event-related potentials. Behavior 
research methods, 42(3), 665-670. Doi: 10.3758/BRM.42.3.665
• Bloom, P. A., & Fischler, I. (1980). Completion norms for 329 sentence 
contexts. Memory & cognition, 8(6), 631-642. Doi: 10.3758/BF03213783
• Clifton Jr, C., Staub, A., & Rayner, K. (2007). Eye movements in reading words and 
sentences. Eye movements, 341-371. Doi: 10.1016/B978-008044980-7/50017-3
• Luke, S. G., & Christianson, K. (2016). Limits on lexical prediction during reading. 
Cognitive Psychology, 88, 22-60. Doi: 10.1016/j.cogpsych.2016.06.002
• Maess, B., Friederici, A. D., Damian, M., Meyer, A. S., & Levelt, W. J. (2002). Semantic 
category interference in overt picture naming: Sharpening current density localization 
by PCA. Journal of cognitive neuroscience, 14(3), 455-462. Doi: 
10.1162/089892902317361967
• Rayner, K., Binder, K. S., Ashby, J., & Pollatsek, A. (2001). Eye movement control in 
reading: Word predictability has little influence on initial landing positions in words. 
Vision Research, 41(7), 943-954. Doi: 10.1016/S0042-6989(00)00310-2
• Rossion, B., & Pourtois, G. (2004). Revisiting Snodgrass and Vanderwart's object 
pictorial set: The role of surface detail in basic-level object 
recognition. Perception, 33(2), 217-236. Doi: 10.1068/p5117
